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ABSTRACT

DEEP OPERATIONS IN ATRLAND BATTLE DOCTRINE: THE
EMPLOYMENT OF U.S. GROUND FORCES IN DEEP OPERATIONAL
MANEUVER, by MAJ Darrell E. Crawford, USA, 32 pages.

In Soviet Army doctrine, deep operations has been a long
time in development and is manifested today in the Operational
Maneuver Group. As the name implies, the Soviet emphasis is at
the operational level. The mission of an OMG would be to
penetrate enemy defenses, raiding decp to destroy vital targets
and seize key objectives while avoiding decisive endagement, 1t
is a ¢ground maneuver concept conducted v a carefully tailored, ad
hoc military formmticn controlied by the cporationai commander.,

In the U.S. Army deep operations is a relatively new
doctrinal developuoent; the emphasis is on operational fires and
electronic warfare rather than on ground mancuver. The Soviets
recognize the threat to their follow-on echoions posed bty hish
tecunoloyy weaponry, however, and if the Warsow Pact invades 3t
will most likely be a surprise attack by only forward deployrad
forces pnizhed up intoe a zingle eochelon., This suggests that the
“ATU stratesgy, bamed in jart on tisely woraing and FOFA. miazns
opbsolete, or miznt not ve an erfective acterrent. It also
suggests that on a central European battlefield characterized by
meeting engagencnts between large units, deep operational maneuver
might have an increased significance in the outcome of tihe war,

The question that this paper sesks to answer is what couid
the U.S. Army gain by having a concept for deep op<rational
maneuver by ground torces in a mid- to high-intensity war” To
answer this question I (1) analyvze Soviet deep operations theory
to determine how their concept developed and what thev expect an
OMG to accomplish, {2) evaluate Airland Battle doctrine and
Jetermine the current role of deep operaticns, (3) compare Soviet
developnents to U.S. capabilities to determine the potential of
C.8. growrd forces in deep operations, and (4) determine if a
concept for deep operational maneuver by ground forces could
benefit the U.S. Army. A NATO-warsaw Pact scenario is used as a
model within which to analyze the problem. A surprise attack is

assumed.

This study concludes that an operational expansion of the
current deep operations concept could benefit the Army ov
providing a model that commanders could use to plan and train. for
Hold maneuver of large units over long distances. It would also
pe an excelient vehicle for vreparing them to conduct engagemen*s
:n a fluid, uncertain environment. =n explicit framework for ine
cmplovinent of ground torces in deop oi2raltling 1o Anievs
operational aims would 11t well 1nto 2XiSTULNE Jdousirine, anc -ou:d
help deter enemy attack.

Three implications that result from this study are that:
{1) brigades might be the best formation to maintain as self-
supporting tactical entities with divisions being primarily
warfighting headquarters that can receive whatever mix of
brigades, by type, that the situation calls for; (2) airmechan-
ization, a combined arms, maneuver oriented concept that can be
applied at the operational level, is a useful construct when
considering deep operations; and (3) the Armyv should reconsider
its Aviation Modernization Plan--pursuing the development of an
advanced cargo aircraft designed to maintain air lines of support
to maneuver units might be more prudent than a commitment to LHX
at the expense of other systems and programs.
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ABSTRACT

DEEP OPERATIONS IN AIRLAND BATTLE DOCTRINE: THE
EMPLOYMENT OF U.S. GROUND FORCES 1IN DEEP OPERATIONAL
MANEUVER, by MAJ Darrell E. Crawford, USA, 3% pages,

In Soviet Army doctrine, deep coperations has been a long
time in development and is manifested today in the Operational
Maneuver Group. As the name implies, the Soviet emphasis is at
the operational level. The mission of an OMG would be to
penetrate enemy defenszes, raiding decp to destroy vital targets
and seize key chiectives while avoiding decisive engagement. 1t
is a ground manouver concspt conducted W oa carefully tailored, ad
hoc military foruation controtied by the cperational comnendor.

_ In_the U.S. Army deep operations is a relatively new
doctrinal develomi.mnt; the emphasis 1s on operational fires and
alectronic warfare rather than on 2round man~uver. The Soviets

reoegnize the throntn wo thedr torioe-rn ochs (s pewaod oy hiiarn
LTOUNOLCEY Weapstry, nowWdver ) and 10 Lhe wWarsaw pact innades 1T
will most likely e a surprise attack by oniy forward deploy:.d
Torces razhed vy rnte oa xingie ot olon, Th s susgests that the
e ! ) - .- . o .

5 Ypopan oo SUW W taiteg oandd FOP AL mloss
obsolete, or mi nt not e an 2irfective a-tarrant, It 4iso
suggests that on a central European battiefield characterized by
meeting engagements between large units, deep operational manewver
might have an increased significance in the outcome of the war.
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The question that this maper secks to answer is what could
tire U.S. Army zain by having a concewt for deep operational
maneuver by growd [orces n oo wid- to nigh-intens:ty war?  To
answer this question I (i) analvze Soviet deep operations theory
1o determine now their cocncept deveiloped and what thev expect an
OMG to accomplish, (2 evaluate Airiand Battlie doctrine and
otermine the current rolo of deep overations, (3) compare Soviet
deve oponls Lo L., Jaiiisliinled 1o dotermine e woioential ot
U.S. zrowd forces in deep cperations, and (4) detormine it a
cencept for deep operaticnal naneuver by Zrcund forces could
benetit the U.S. Army. A NATO-warsaw f'act scenario is used as a
modelegithin which to analyze the problem. A surprise attack is
assumed.

This studv concludes that an overational expansion of the
current deep operations concept couid benef1t the Army by
providing a model that commanders could use to pian and train for
5old maneuver of large units over long distances. It would also
i an excelient venicle for vrevaring them to conduct enzavements
rioa Flhiad, uncertain environment.  n explicit framework for the

T LoYMent ol oronnidd DItoees P sl JUssLAL Lol DL i s
m;wratlorml Alms woeuid 11U Wil il vieasTilly oL UL, &lal il
nelp deter eremy bLacs.

Three implications that result from this study are that:
(1) brigades might be the best formation to maintain as self-
supporting tactical entities with divisions being primarily
warfighting headquarters that can receive whatever mix of
brigades, by type, that the situation calls for; (2) airmechan-
ization, a combined arms, maneuver oriented concept that can be
applied at the operational level, is a useful construct when
considering deep operations; and (3) the Army should reconsider
its Aviation Modernization Plan--pursuing the development of an
advanced cargo aircraft designed to maintain air lines of support
to maneuver units might be more prudent than a commitment to [HX
at the expense of other svstems and progrars.
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DEEP OFPERATIONS IN AIKRLAND BATTLE DOCTRINE: THE
EMPLOYMENT OG¥ U.S. GROUND FORCES IN DEEP OPERATIONAL
MANTUVER

I. INTRODUCTION

Both Soviet and 1.5, warfighting doctrines recoy

Impe Daroe ot deep Ciernblend Mo A Mid- Lo hidn-intens=sity wel. o L

the Saviet Army that Jdoctrine, a iong time in levelopmeont and

manifested today in the Coerationad Manenver Group, 1s an integral

paaprs e e L R B 2 N Y L € S O SV I S IO
they Soviet emphoo oo e gt the operational level of woel Troeo
N S - S T AR R AT PO ol i

deep to destroy vital targets and seize keyv objectives while
avoiding decisive engzagement.! It is a ground maneuver concept
conducted by a carefully tallored, ad hoc military formation
CONTIwrdedd DY OLher Leriatitial o Seaeder oarsd rnternedsd oo il
aperatacnal o aims,

in o LU0 wmy o et iens 1soa relatively new

oy

doctrirnos b chove oo e, Lo

decidsd. v marrow view of Lv; the ciefinition places 113 omphasis on
operational firesz and olectronic warfare targeted at follow-on
forces in=toad of on g2rovnd mancuver.  But contemporary writings
inditate that tne Soviets recognize the threat to their foliow-on

orhelans pesed by hizh technology weapenry, and if a Warsaw Pact

S B ., . . et b T T !
AT I T ST NC A S S N e T f 1ttaree fl:.}xlﬂst urome 13 Wo‘l.Ld
R S L [P o s ! O AL SO

ATy
1

pushed up into a single ochelon. This suggests that the NATL
stratedy based in part on timely warning and FOFA might have
become at best obsolete, and at worst might not be an effective
deterrent. It also suggests that in the non-linear melee of a
central European battlefield characterized by meeting engagements
hetween large urits, maneuver warfare in general, and deep

operational maneuver in particular, might have an increased

Cooo, . . . P | + ) . . € @+l Sy v
g 1 e 4 IR Y et e 0t he war,
T N o . . - . A - .
P L T T SO et

the 1..S. Army Zaln by having a concept for Jeep operatictal




maneuver by ground Foroes inoa mid- to nd h-intonsity war? To
an-wer this gquestion Towill (1) e yoe Soviet dorp gperations
theory to deternins how their conceopt descloped and what  they
expect an OMG to accomplish, (2) evaluate Airland Battle doctrine
and determine the current role of deep cperations, (3) compare

T

Soviet developments to U.S. capabilities to determine the

vorentiagy 7 S0 eand for st e et oy et 1)
b-tormine if - e S APIE TH U P O N e e b ey
(SIS SXE TR S STANNEIS G UG SUREANEL A GRS S S RO R S T S S A AR T AL DTS
foroes could berotit e T80 Aoy,

r - k) N .

I8 ' - ' T ; :

Ry N T

Pt o (S Wlnst Siep { ! N [N RETERNRY :
I -+ B 1
i te s ‘

.\.-\1'0-"‘-1.1154\\ ;"v{i\ LosUuh il Wil L ime (,i DR I'm.»'.!.,: ‘-\.L.ﬁ‘.ifx wiva o
analyze the yroblrm. Witkin NAT?, 4 sarrrize attatk will te

assumed because

Trnoorooent Vodlos, uant adAbl! sl e N[l s
hive wvorried aboul rhe Seviets' abilityv to
conduct theter =S5 fes e canventriondi Op-
orations-=vin v Jandt o war ln o bestern Furope
S S N ShoroooN T ARSI A T2 i
v,

According to analist Philip Rarber of BDM Corporation cne
impiicati.n oFf the only rocent Soviet admission that (MG's over

e s o 3 . N . Loy . . Voo~ - . o Iy
astoLs that e U conTrems Caaal tleere baas et i L hoh i

‘hreat for surprise imvasin . . . .73

Toy b eaeetiodnd e syoonver must o el ah more Tren
¥ - 'lY
et VL ulh tiag® Loat LS t0 e pole Ll Ly gadllnl must ol

outweigh the inherent risk of such an operation, because the U.S.
would be outnumbered in any conceivable Eurasian scenario and
could not afford to lose large military formations or needlessly

expend considerable quantities of resources.

IT. SOVIET ARMY DEEP OPERATIONS

Ve operational fevel of war an be tetinesd s that Do

where the movement and compat of magor military formations is




. v A 3. . 13
A e Ctan. e Ui sy i

1ooovder to o awee ! el 3t 7 2 i tary Shijectitos, This Leued
1w oat of Lhe grosing complionity LGP s ol the regjoction P toe

idea that wars cou.d bLe won in a single, climactic battle. The
Soviets were the first to contemplate the implications of this new

level and, becnuse of their stridogic tosition, their thinkics

coatered aroedd tie carcbions 0f me apar o varfare. Soviet thocliing
NSO BRI SUNC LRI STRNC I TS S S S S UL SRR I SN SRR S ST U SRS ST TS S S

P v PR - v -~ et e ey . Ve e - q .
Detuwer o medbern arntes ool sinal e s and sepaential

Arerrapt s b e gl ot et Fap thie axecnt o L b e

Clansew 1tz praced 2eroaus o at the conter of nis theovetioa

speculations. by sonius he UL 0 . meant not only criginal (1o oArd

creativity ratzed to their highest power but alszo, as he wrote in

‘oW 2ot F maind b remsen crent i sopeer D IT e T
[ O O S O S - T SN e aes .
srue, Mirvhaits ikolbaevich Tusbac-tevskiol was o gonlus. Ameng -
RSV IANTE IR S I SR T

e te b ek the Sos g

"midadcary socren.e vt orhe dav o oand the mudeld
and standards for tpat science’'s furiher
development. Then . . . his openness of
mend and  technioal awareness allowed him,
‘n conounslion wvith Triondarcilov, ta re-
“hink his whole concopt of land operations
ind move from broad front to deep battle.

\ : - N . . » 'y f P P
! e ~ i i, e B il € il T ' -
. . Co L e L . o R oy F TR
N
. ) . .
i ' FEEE RN &t ' . , : s the RS

[ corps.>

of several mechatiiseo:

¢

Perhaps his wreatest achlevement was leaving behind him an

establishment and tradition which would in 1942 provide the

springboard for the Red Army’'s ultimate victory over ermany.
The point of departure for Tukhachevskii’'s operational and

tactical thinking was the idea of simultaneously rneutralising ‘the

-} . . N . . S * .
reant Yhipe b e v o ettt e v pefopred tn oas
v - . . . . . . Lot * ° .
simartaner iy, > N . . el . A -t

Sxper e ® in ther Pussian o ivid o war s oan army and {rontocommareter




arted s Freowls o of the dimenniol:s siel Loigeo ol Lhes
infantry o tieficld, he felt that a broad front stratezy s

UL BEATY Lo dbohoev e samneg b aes ity s oAy erewth roegai-ed that
the enemy be attackoed across the ontire tront with infantry so
that the weakest point could be identified and breached. When
this was done, he recopve shoss army of several cavalry corps,

heavily sarportaad be oart [lery, wonld be inserted to attack the

A . : -
ol bed the R O S D PRI
T shee Dare 1B S0 v dserening
. - . T M v
Loty t foope barsle, homonivnated 0 N G SR Y

reocognition of the importances ot awechanization, the potential ot
aviation, and th>ir predictions of more lethal weapons witn
greater randes. Thev concliuded that, theoretically, the rew

N R R R R S (R RN S D S

througt st the fopree Bt in fact tnis wonld not ocour ant: i World

; ! ,
' N TY v e re S A L ey s e O B
aoar 1T, Py e enad MY 0t e sl rve Sl nmy shiennid ter e
S R O N O U S S S A S S
Srennt o DT o e e T il ey eNpieedlt o bree et nd snrisr Iroio

the cnemy's rear. To do this the shock army 1tself had to be

wrge, and correspondinglys strong enough to enetrate

crerations with 113 own ordanic | oorces,

[ ST L R e S T S T IS CUR S SN ST o NS T TEIS FSIES IFRes B

representing a syanliticant departure from the broad front
stratedy. At the same time the need to echelon the forces on the
main axis and to design special equipment, such as heavier tanks
for the penetrating forces and lighter ones for the exploiting
forces, was recognized. After Triandafillov's death in 1931,

Chiet of Army staftf Twkhachevskii set about reorganizing the army
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In the carly 179307s derp batt 1a b oo 1o evolve into decp
operations, which regquired the cooperation of aviation with '
airborne, mechanized, and motorized units. and for the whale force
to operate indeperdently of the main formation. The new
organization was intended to reach to a depth sufficient enough

for the attacker to etfect operational reserves, tactical

—— e

airfields, and army headquarters.

The sooon proboem was how Lo turn a tactical penotration into

1

an operatlonsd vreatnrousrh. To seok answors to this and otner

problem=, an »perational facuality wns set up at the Frunrze Acadomy

. - - q* H N N - Ty - - - PN . . N H Tty b e P . ey -
IS SOV RN R R N T Trarong tnils v D e chevainil i
was bhnon Uiie o cofhects i o thC Dol 8 Mo oary Disircot, mowae
T R . T ST R TR TO A S SRR IR NI A STORNE A I iR D ST o SR A e

DOLK, NeW Giestichs of war ™ in (Yol Ltne Academy oullinaed Lne

2 e vy

‘nitial scheme for deep operations:

i
§
{(a) the operational grouping of an army i
ror tne kroar-:np sheuld provide for two €
echelons--the a'tack echeion, wmade up of 1
dll-arms rormations reinforced with artil- :
lery and tanks,; and the development eche-
fon, comnricine highly mohkile mechanised,
motorised unpd cavairy units nd tasked to
exiena the tactical breach in the derence
to operational depth
(b) the development echelon should be .
committed dirrctly after the first enemy H
defended area i1ad been breached . . . {(and)
must take on the enemv s second detfended
area betore it could break ioose or deal )
with h:s reserves H
: e

operatiopnal development of
TP AT IOR w D srmy love i oweonid exrend
tooa deoth of nd=lUU Kilometrwes--up to the
iitne or the enemv's main suppliv dumps and
army headquarters

(d) armv aviation (light bomber and ground
attack units) would be emploved on prepara-
tion of the break-in and, in depth, on
operational co-operation with the devel-
opment echelon, preventing the enemy
reserves from intervening and offering re-
sistance irn depth

(e) front . . . aviation (long-range
bombers) would be tasked to isolate the
hreak=10 seotor compietely f1om ~he 2nemv s
stratagry deptn, and L0 pterdicd mervemenl
ot his strategic reserves




(tr;  qironcne Totces would g In o at  the
depth of the encmyv's main supply dumps and
army  headquarters, with a view to co-
operation vith the davelopunent echelon.®

Because the operational aspects of the deepening idea were
still being worked out, only the tactical concept of deep battle

entered Soviet doctrine with the publication of Field Service

Regulations 1936 (M -3o); decp opeorationg were only tentat ivels

dimcumzed in that resulation, A higher oporational school, the
Generiel Staff Academy, was cstablished in 19232 to pick up where
Sl Fragure Acsadepy tunl 100 00 ol Do ber the ddewel et LF
e creralions tne o, Do ey weriod of heated dvlate

O T N T s R (A TR D S N ST ER) PR SN R ARSI o PR

reaifin, 11 Mande 322U canl collrituliorss i b developnernt

theory, operational art and the training of higher commanders and
staffs in the conduct of deep operations. For example, in
determining when and at what depth to commit the development
echelon, three tecnniques were offered: aszainst a weak opposition

send it straicht through without a break-in vattle; under normal

)

conditiors Insert 1t on e

X3

e wrpemy s tactical depth had boen

'

penetrated s aoarst Loy strear

Ja

defonses 1t shiould reinforce the
attack echelen and then exploit success.1©

Another example of how the General Staff Academy contributed
to the growing body of snowledge surrounding deep operations

coneerned

che ictions s the developmont
e oo ot T AN e I'n the
i variant, e o muin Lodyvo o wenjd  go

about SU Aiivaclies deep and take on the
enemy's second dJdefended area, putting out
only motorised reccnnaissance patrols and
raid parties bevond this depth. In the
"deep" play, out to 100 kilometres, the
development echelon would go straight for
the enemy operational reserves in co-
operation with aviation and airborne
forces, sending ocut mechanised infantry on
raids ugainst enemy static Iinstallations or
on blocking actinns. The third "combined"”
variant cmplosed two fovodloapment cchelons,
one trom o each of w0 fluanking drmies, Lo
surround and destrov major enemy groups.}'}
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The vork of tha Goperal SEA00 Acdony 1od Lo a new version
of the Field Service Regulations, PU'-39, which fully expresscd
decp operations theory. Probably because of the military purges
of 1937-38 and the long shadow they cast over Tukhache.skii's
ideas, the manual was not published. However, it was revised in
1941 and its operational concepts influenced Scviet conduct of the
war, particularly the development of the instrument that was to

1

concliict their desp mperations and thos lead their

counteroifenzives:  the mobile groups.

The Soviet OMG Concept
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e cmerat: o hal Mancuvor
result of the thecry of deep operaticns developed at the Frwize
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experience gained during the Great Patriotic War (world war II).

Whereas World war II mobile groups were supposed to encircle larze

enemy groupindgs and inflict whatever collateral damage they could
they went {oles v

Coheadiiartars,  sur

, lies, otce.d, the zhort and

o

potentially miclear nature of a modern conflict against NATO
places different requirements on the OMG. NATO would be at a
wmerrical disadvantazge in oany large scaie conventional war against
the Soviets and, cons:i«quently, nas adopt=d a {irst use policy tor
nuclear weapons in order to maintain a credible deterrent. The
Soviets, therefore, hope that an ecarly intruoduction of OMG's into
NATO's operational degpth will prevent the establishment of a
stable defense and that the intermingling of forces and fast pace
ot ceerations will preemnt the use of nuclear weapens to restors
Ut T A ) NI

In esscence, Lne theator strategio atm of medorn Soviet oo
operations is to Jdefeat NATO nuclear strategy, while the
operational aim is still the destruction of large enemy
formations. But instead of the encirclement of those forces being
the primary goal and confusion and panic be:ng the secondary, as
mobile groups tried to do, OMG's seek primarily to physically or
psychologically dislocate the enemy in order to create the
conditions for their efeat in detail, with onoirclement being 4

L)

sonloonay of the clrcumstantes will oallow b,

-3




The headquarters that is able to command and control a
modern CMG is at a lower level than its World war II prodecessor.
Soviet rank armi@ss o in 1841-15 had aroured 200 tanks, while theis

. . s - \ Y e e . .
v [ T IRSEES LN I WI TR o P AEL IO ST S NS ('S RUCUESEES SN SR R I Yabor e re Wi
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over 1400. With the addition of supporting artillery and air
assault forces a front OMG consisting of a modern tank army simply
becomes too immwieldy to command and control, and difficult to
sustain over an extended LOC. Further, an army headquarters is
not capable of controlling two battles simultaneously (due to its
tactical nature and its limited means to command and controll,
making it impossible for both the attack and development echelons

(whisn right two distinet battlies) to be apwier the shume apmy

fieoed prat mers. The 3o ects, heeroerore, Lose desolopeed plans foroa
smaller, specially tailored foree under the command of an ad heo
corps headguarters for front level OMG operations, i<

Another thing that is different about the fron® level OMG
from the old mobile group is its echelonment. During many World
Wwar Il operations, Belgorod-Khar'kov being a good example, the
armor«=] forces making up the mobile group weuld plunge invo
cpecational depth, but follow-on intantry ind other support (C3
and CSS) were not able to keep up. The armored forces, therefore,
became vulnerable to counterattacks with the whole operation being
subject to defeat in detail. Today, the virtually equal mobility
of infantry and the inherent combined arms nature of all
formations solves the old problem but at the same time creates a
new ne! on the cne hand there is less seraratisn and more
continalty betwesn b2 advancing armer ard following swport, bat
wn the other hand the snemy has the same mobility, thus increasing
the dander of expesad flanks and overextension of the line of
operations, To alleviate these problems the OMG has become less
armor and more combined arms oriented, with a motorized division
tollowing the tank Jdivision as a second »che'lsn to cover srtillery
deployment, send out raids, and protect the L(C's.

The OMG’s objectives depend on the level involved. A Soviet

army level OMG, most likely a reinforced armored dirvision,

. Jdots as a4 large operational raiding

force. Tvpically it s assigned an ulti-
- 3 -
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mate objective or objectives . . . but 1s
expected to disrunt, canture., or seize
other objectives aiong the Wdy, willie
attempting to avoid a decisive engagsement
with large enemy forces.!3

A front OMG, an ad hoc corps, will be expected to nelp the first

operational

echelon penetrate the enemy defenses,
1f required, and then to raid decp 1nto the
epemy rear as eariv in the ortensive as
pessible . . . to destroyv enemyv nuclear
weapons, alir defenses, communications, com-
mand and cuntrol, to seize alirfields or
disrupt iines vt communicaticn, and to
assist adyv:ncing main forces by ser1zing
bridgeheads, road junctions and s. forth.'4

For an OMG to nave 1is Jdreatost efrToct 1t must not te

committed too soon, too late, too shallow, or too deep: it should

be inserted precisely at the time and place that the attack
echelon achieves operational depth. Operational depth, however,

“

.« . 15 not just the rear edge of the derended zone, but

SOVIET DEEP OPERATIONS CONCEPT

REAR EDGE OF FLOT
DEFENDED ZONE

t
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includes the additional depth the mobile force noeas to develop

"15 1t is in the achievement of this

its initial mancewre.
additional devoth where the differen e betweon the two levels of
OMG, army and front, can best be understood (Figure 1), Among the
armies that make up the front's first operational echelon, the
ones on main axes are, in deep opcrations terms, attack echelecns,
Their mission is to penetrate encmy defens=s to the rear edge of

tne tactical deiendod zona, o

o1,
.
-
[
s
r
—

CMG would then be inserted at tne crucial time Lo
bridgenead bevond ithe defended zone for the front OMG to pass
throudh and contime qeep 1Yo L Snmnd reony WitIoo T loaird 1.
momentum. Together, the two CMG's constitute the frent s
dovelopfir nt oot ], el ol weaded e core,lied o uine Iront
commander.,

Time and space calculations are essential to a modern Soviet
deep operation against a preparcd defense. The Soviets have

studied the aspots o moblle group cporations intenseiv (and bave

OPERATTONAL MANKUVER INDICES

Jommitaent to Comoat

crnl Man Strength i Sector  No., Lepth v Msn Luration
Force Tks/SF Guns , Width Rts (Km}  Day , Depth  (Days)
Tk Army 1300-1500 16-24 4-6 0-80 1-3 250(1) 7
{nuclear scared) 20002 5
10-16 3503 3
{conventional)
Tk Div 382 8-12 2-3% 0-t0 1-2  1uout®Dd 4
inne leoar somred) IR R
S35,
5-9 ;
iconventional)
MRD 263 8-16 2-3 0-3 1 50(1) 3-4
(nuclear scared) £0(2) 2-3
7003 1-2
5-10

(conventional)

Prepared defense;

Partially preFared defense
Unprepared defense;

AlY units deployed in 1-2 echelons.

Notes:

TABLE 1




many Wworld war II exampies to use) to dovelop noras to guide their
employment of cperational manecuver forces. Table 1 shows scre of
the indices on which these norws are based '®  Azainst an
unprepared defense, time and space calculations, although still
critical, take a back seat to the sound understanding of

operational procedures and their rigorous application.

4
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[
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Censidering 3ovist history ard geogranhy {esprcia

centuryl, the size of their aray, and thelr omitasis on nareaner

1

.
.
3
v
ot

warfare, thelr devalopoant of A desel of nar hetwesn tactics and
strategy is not surprlising. Given fhes clrounstances, the
Tormulation of a deml Speorutors Toncenl s el LTER RIS,
Soviet OMG's will be nighly mcirile, heavaly reinforced
combined arms teams with enough strength and flexibility to send
out both ground and air task forces on raids against selected
targets. To be successful they must be committed in carsfully
orchestrated, critically timed echelons along well established
lines of commuriication. The mancuver groups will attempt to move
rapidly tieougt somprorared or defeated NATO forces to reach
operaticnal depth, and once there they could be expected to
physically or psvchologically dislocate the enemy and create the

conditions for their ultimate defeat.

IIT. U.S. ARMY DEEP OPERATIONS

oo e . I . . T SO P
A A S AN S SO coave  tagr UL TOTTOA AD;] 1ne

to succeed during a war in burope:  omerzing technology weopsas
and the serious attention being paid to the operational level of
war by some members of the Alliance.!? The new weaponry threatens
to revolutionize the battlefield the way that nuclear weapons did,
and despite their growing technological sophistication the Soviets
still maintain a healthy respect for the West’'s technological
capability and economic potential. As for operational art, what
troubles the Soviets is that an increase in operational

sopnistication wouid mcan vetter control by nhigher commani rs and,
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thus, a more effective integration of both the oxisting forces and

the now weaponrs.,

Doctrine
M 100-5, Operations, officially, if belatedly, introduced
the cperational level of war to the U.S. Army in 1982, Despite
th

34

fact that the American Armv 13 60 vears or so behind the
Soviets in s think vy at the opeptional tovel there luas bae
shortage of 1deas op opinions in the spirited, and sowetlmes
heated debate over the new Airland Dattle Doctrine and ils
undarlyving operatlonal concspt,  Sovieb reattlon Lo tnd ardseing
Anerican awarcness of operation 1 art and the interest it has

1 T
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been made.  But the debate has done little to develop for
inclusion in our doctrine any kind of concept for the emplovient
of ground forces in deep operations.

Airlard Dattle doctrine divides the battlefleld into three

interrelated areas of operation, referred to as close, deep, and

AREAS OF CPERATION

CLOSE

—— XXX 2@ ®

XXX -~

REAR DEEP

REAR DEEP

e K K
g
M

CLOSE

x X

REAR DEEP

e XXX e - ®

FeEBA

FIGURE 2
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rear, with each level’s close area roushly encompvisising the close,
deep, and rear aroas of its immediate subordinate (Figure 270,

Deep operations are the activities directed against encwy forces
in the deecp arva,  An examination of doctrine reveils what the
Army currently expects to accomplish with ground forces when

conducting its deep operations.

FM 100-5 states that, at the operational level, deep

or=rations should ". . . incinde efforts to isplate current
battles and to inflasroe whore, when, susd against whom utare
bat:les will be fousht 18 Imy cmphasis).  Althonoh ground mansw or

is menticnsed as a possible means of conducting deep opwrations the

2

priority in the Army's kovstone warfighting el is cieariy on
operational fires and electronic warfare, both explicitly and

1

impiicit!l

ey
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military formations accemplish in their decp operations can be
seen in the supporting doctrinal manuals for these formations. M
100-6, large Unit Operations, does not even mention deep
cperations. Fm 100-15, Corps (m<raticns, discusseos deop
operaticns solely in relation to their impact on the corps’ own
close fight.., There is no discussion of the corps or one of its
subordinate divisions penetrating enemy defenses and raiding Jdecp
to destroy vital tarsgets and seize key objectives while avoiding
decisive engadement.

Interestingly, the division level doctrinal mamwl does
!

1
! -
i

address deep operations ir support of nigzher headgyuarters. M
100, Divisinn Qperaticns, states that "division deep operations
e not a4 functior of depth, Yt a function of what forces are

. & I ‘
. N ., e -y f P

belng attacked ared W Ineont D L creration,
s.) that "the division will conduct deep uperations . . . a5 a
unit in support of a corps or EAC operation or it may commit
organic and supporting division elements to deep operations in
support of the division tactical plan . . . ."19 While there is
an unmistakable operational implication in these statements, no
concept currently exists in corps, EAC (echelons above corps), or,
indeed, U.S. Army doctrine within which the division can plan,
train, and ultimately execute deep operations to achieve

operational objectives. Just as M 100-5 Joes, all of these

- 13 -
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manuals place the emrhasis for decep operations on indirect fire,
air, and EW.

Tronically, Airland Pattle doctrine’s fundameninl tenets,
initiative, agility, depth, and synchronication, would zcem To
encourage the development of a deep operations ccncept. M 100-5
encourades its readers to think (and, correspondingly, act) in a

way that weuld be conducive to a concept such as deep operational

mactnor by oa srecially tatlord oS litary forwmtion intended to
AUlove ol et raratl admes st b eroor s ing Cuiiaia Vs b W st Lo

the theator, (he cnemy, and futhare Sieorations, and then shape
events to achieve the degired theatsr strategcic aims; by deflining
orerational maneuver and declaring its purposo to be tiw
exploitation of tactical success~s to achieve operational results;
Ly promobtlng ialbiatise, poncmel Sletiinlliva, Leldre s gl o
willingness to accept risk; by encouraging aggressive, hizgh
momentum operations that build and sustaln a tempe capable of
pressing the fight to a successful conclusicn; by describing
turning movements that avold defenses and instead o0k o soowaw
critical objectives deep in the enemy’s rear; by encouraging
flexibility in the defense throuzh the maintenance ot an
operational reserve and a timeiy retwrn to oflonsive Uparlaticls,

and by providing an operational f{ramework us a common reference

for all.

Conclusion
Unlike the Soviets, U.S. deep operations is not a concept

for the employment of ground forces in pursuit of eperational

~ . .
o . e . . S e e . o
Ams, Dut o ratnr om0l S Al Tyl edds,, LRI ILY by ot

2nd Ew, witpn only limited operational siznifi-ance. The ovidenss
suggests that although the U.S. Army has no explicit OMG-like
concept, Airland Battle doctrine couid conceivably support such an
idea. Further, it would seem that the writers of divisional
doctrine have been infected by the strong maneuver orientation of
the still relatively new U.S. doctrine and have taken the
initiative in exploring its possibilities and implications. The
question of what the U.S. might accomplish by conducting Soviet

style deep operations with ground feorces needs to be examined.
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v, ANALYSIS AND BEVALLAT UL U.5, Gl FORY#ES 1IN
DEEP OPERATIUNS

1f a major land war between Soviet and Western alliances on
the BEurcpean or Asian continents was oponrd by the Roviet side,
the West would initially be on the operational as well as the
strategic defensive. Even though the defense would be a "shield
of blows,"” to borrow Clausewi*z's term, wder currcnt doctrine the
blows made by ground units would be only tactical ones; the

H LSRN SV S R IT SAE T I AL AN S I O TR

Ot 10t D Wit e ites

o
o

s3tated aim (in the context of an overdl dofens) being only o
create more favorablie conditicons for the clese Fight.,  The current
Ao oan oot pbool e e ratins Thos e s i Spert
initiative because Lt accepls tnis defonsi.oo ccndition and relies

) I TR RS B i IO s O S S SPUTEETI 5 L PP

and create the ceonditions - r the operaticnal »rfensive, This
operational defensive featuring tactical counterattacks amounts to
the acceptance of battle on Soviet terms.

The West must take the operaticnal offenszivo vboth for
political reasons and to gain anyvthing decisive; the question is
how and when to do it. If an operational count-rstroke was
launched while the cnemy was still atitacking thore would protanly
he gaps that could be exploited. By exploiting those aps the
enemy could be forced to take up a hasty defense, or cven changze
his plan, and "maintaining the operational plan is the primary
task of regimental through front commanders.”<© There are two
forms that this theater, or regional counterstroke could take: an
attack directly into the front or flank of the +nemy’s nain

SPELper Y ian attrition strategy--the Cllrce of mves-s oer timed
or an indirect approach aimed at an oenemy weadie s (a maneuver
strategy--where space interacts with mass and time). It could be
argued that in order for the indirect, or maneuver approach to be
more successful, or even decisive, it should continue into the
enemy’s depth. Assuming that this s true, two questions emerge,

each addressing the larger issue of the feasibility of deep

operations by a U.S. ground force. First, what effect must a deep

. e ——— -
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coperations force have to be operations1?”  Seoconl, wh:t size of
force would it take to prodice the Gadred o foct?

According to C.J. Dick, a researih azsociate at the Soviet

Studies Research Centie at Sandhurst, the cuwrrent Soviot stratey ?
. in Eurcpe is to mount a strong, browd frort, surprise attack ained :
at preempting defensive preparation and causing mecting :
engagements betweoen large units.?! Under these conditions the s
Soviets believe that, theoretically, they can overcome NATO ]
defences,. To achiove this they {0l they oost i
{1} gain at loast some moonure of 3trategio surprise, E
(2) accoipliszh thelir lmmediate siratoz2ic ohjectives f
withouoe follow orn foree. or ey tor 1oy o, ?
{?) advearce rapidliyv, ;
(4 artack in et ?
(3) achieve air sugorior. s, ,
(6) exercize centralized cperational control and l
decentralized battle management, and ;
{(7) take a combined arms approach. i
) But this strategy involwves significant tradeoffs. First, ;
:
v they will only be able to mustar an overall 2:1 advantage in f
v divisions, Seccend, there wiil net fe a follow-on echelon and oniy ;
: a relatively meodest combined arms rezeorve.  Third, larzer and more }
E complex combined arms formations require time for coordination :
2 while the dvmand for bigher tempo raduces the time available. It
? 1s these weakneszsos that deep cperations should attack at the ;
: operational level.
) Operational Aims of Deep Mancuver by U.S. Grourmd Forces .
Toochaone o B r o antooe i 1T 0a s n fhe main s 7
= of advance the soviets must thin the lines sisownore, .
;. Undoubtedly, they will be thinned in arcas where there is
) difficult, more easily defended terrain. Nonetheless, given the
. right mix of forces massed rapidly at the critical points quick
breakthroughs are possible 1n tncse lightly defended areas. '
Because there is no follow-on echelon and only a relatively small
reserve a successful penetration by a sizable, mobile force would '
meet. less cpposition once in the cnemy’s rear, resulting in a X

Jreater likelihood of surviving and greater freedom of action.
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cincdlly, sneres T operat o o the et s rear would
exacertate his alreddy critical time problem by giving him still
another threat to worry abtout, in a completely new direction, with
the likely effects being to reduce his cperationnl tempo and
forcing him to beoome reactive—-accepting our terms of batt)e.

To have operational effect the unit attacking deep must take
a force sufficient enough to threaten the rear of the enemy
operaticnal comiander andd oither destroy the most vulnerable of
his vital syvoiens (Cg, lowizsties, aviation, etc.) or force him to
chang s hes coerationdd poan to prote 4 them, The comnavasdor thiee
mst e thus offected 1 the fronre As already aontioned, s
the Jowest lavel headmuartors they {eel can fight twe battiles at
Snee, and 1tols oso e Loei st e whene Tannl o thioruives
tolitical ard economic -onter-, sqpuite to stratedic aims.

Net osurprlsinoin clee e wd e Tects e very simblar o
what the Soviets expect from their (MG, with one important
exception: because of the rejatively shallow strategic depth of
western Europe, tne Soviet COMG could potentially have strategic

effocty 1t 1s unlikely thart a U35, deep operation could have
strategic 2ffact, except in a situation where successful
wi- rational manenver led to digsintegration of the Warsaw Pact
arilance.,

A magor difference in the two forces 15 their expendabriiit:.
Tne size of warsaw Pact forces meuns that if an OMG was destroved

it would have little strategic impact {ignoring the moral and

L]

political implizationsi. It a UL.S. deep operations {orce was
Aestroved, however, the lo-s would be sorely felt.

.

In order o whiews

-

e deshired effects the deap opoerations
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and continue to conduct operations. That reserve wouia most
likely be one or two divisions, at least one of which would be a
reinforced tank division, possibly supported by attack helicopters
and an air assault brigade. The deep operations unit must also
have sufficient strength and flexibility to send out raids to
attack the far flung segments of the vital systems *t must

destroy, and to also maintain at least a degree of protection for
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its line of o amarnication (L), Fipally, the unit must be higuly

mobile and logistically supportable,

The Sive and Support: sility of a Doep Operations Force

Before considering decp operations theory and such
considerations as attack and development echelons, the first
formatica that lesps out as a possible deep operations candidate
15 a reinfore-d arnored division, which is what constitutes the

. - . . . .. . et -
Soviet arms JMo. In nis arvicie ine Cost Across Lhe FLOTT, wihiioh

ap eearoad in the Septeneer 19268 M Titary Review, COL William
Brinkiey conclided that 1ogistics reguirenenls would prevent an
armored dis islon Tevm ey a viable orsanacadion {or the oo
cof OMG-1ike decp arorations to a depth of 150 kilometeors., His

Tl e 922

foading- e Singaeiosd i Table

ARMORED DIVISION SUPPLY REQUIRIMENTS

Cl of sup Requirement in Short Tons Per Week
I 30 (low side of estimate]
ITI 11,577 (all vehicle/aircraft fuels)
IV 50
\V 15,232 (3 hvy, 3 mod, 1 1t days combat!
VIIE 14 (10w s1de of estimate)
1R T

oty 26,010 5T/Week

26,9 Required

, 910
1235 Capacity
,075 ST/Week Shortfall

TABLE: 2

Drinklev assumes that all of the matorial newsded for a week-long
TSl wadoa boooe Tt ool anoeng, owinzg Lo oa lung ana
tenuous LOC., Using his [igures the division, using 11 organic
ground vehicles, can carry less than 5% of what it requires to
sustain itself. He also found that the amount of lift to haul the
remaining supplies would be mire than even the corps could handle.
Colonel Brinkley completed his study by saying that "cross-
FLOT attacks should be limited by the depth of the attack and the
time to complete the mission {for example, no more than 30
kilometers or 24 hours in duration) which can be reasonably

supported by a DISCOM ausmented with COSCOM or theater assets,'3
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If an armored division, the seeminzly logical choice for a deep
operations unit, cannot be supported to operational depth--implied
by Brinklry to be arcund 150 kilometers--is there any other force
capiible of having operational effect that can?

For certain, an air assault brigade inserted into the enemy
rear and supplied by air could avoid the requirements of making a
potentially costly and time consuming penet-ation of the FLOT on
the ground and of mantaining a ground LCC (GIOC). Given the air
defense capabilities and the mobility ard firepower of Soviet
forces, however, the brigade probably could not survive, let alone
accompld ish the mission, Nonetheless, the fl.xibility and
increased combat pote-ntial offered by air as=ault can offer an
mmportant dimension to deep operations as evidenced by Soviet
plans to use that capability extensively to support its OMG's.

It is possible that an organization that joins armor and air
assault under one conmand could produce enough combat power to
accomplish operational aims deep in enemy territory, but still be
lean enough to be supportable. Continuing with the division as
the logical medel for building a deep operations unit, armor, air
assault, aviation, and artillery brizades could be task organized
under one commander as a «deep operations force. Each of the
ground maneuver brigades, armor and air assault, would represent
one third a division's strength, including combat, combat support,
and combat service support, while the aviation and artillery
brigades would be collected from corps and division assets. The
aviation bridade would reguire a medium 1ift regiment of 3 CH-47
tattalions cperating from the friendly side of the FLOT, where
they wauld leave the majority of their support.

This organization combines the strengths of the armor and
..r assault divisions with each complementing the other. It is
unlikely that either division could achieve deep operational
success independently. but together they could potentially achieve
the synergism necessary to have the desired effect. The armor
brigade Jives the force a strong, rugged spearhead capable of
exploiting a penetration made through tactical depth by a
development echelon. The air assault brigade gives the force a

highly flexible, heavily armed (relatively speaking) infantry
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contingent capable of infiltrating and weakening prepared
defenses, taking or covering difficult terrain, strongpointing key
locations, and conducting a variety of miscellaneous tasks such as
the handling of POW's. The attack helicopter brigade, consisting
of two regiments, gives the force the ability to rapidly and agily
respond to counterattacks by enemy armor, conduct long distance
attacks from a secure position in the enemy’s depths {(thus
significantly increasing the rarge of such operations and
eliminating the necessity to penetrate the more lethal ADA
concentration at the FEsAl against enemy formations moving toward
the penetration, and accomplish screen and guard missions in
support of armor and infantry.

Theoretically, this deep operations unit could be supported,
based on the following assumptions: the unit would not penetra.e
farther than 150 kilometers beycnd the FLOT; that a corridor free
of enemy air deofenses could be maintained above the GLOC; that
Soviet analysis indicating that significantly less fuel and
ammunition is used during surprise, high tempo operations is
correct??; that three CH-47 battalions could be dedicated to
providing a continuous ALOC; that an average of three sorties per
day and a 75% operational ready rate could be maintained by the
helicopters; and finally that the non-repairable loss rate of
major ground and aviation equipment would not exceed the planning
fizures in USATGSC Student Text 101-6.* But it is highly doubtful
that all of these could be accomplished in practice.

It would seem that the U.S. Army could not support deep
operations with ground mancuver forces to a depth of 150
kilometers. But is 150 kilometers the real distance over which

the force must be supported, or for that matter do forces

* Figures from ST 101-6:%%

Of fense
[tem lst_Day ZnQHpay ; Nonrepairable - .20
Tank/IFV .28 .ig | Repairable - .80
Arty .1 .
Atk Helo 22 .25 ! Evac/Abandon - .30
Cgo Helo .20 .20 | Repair onsite:
Spt Sys .15 .15 | %g Rgni - .38
! ?2 hour - .20




attacking deep have to even go that far to have operational
effect?

Achieving Operational Depth With U.S. Ground Forces
Assuming that Brinkley’s 150 kilometers is the approximate
distance that a deep operations force must penetrate in order to
achieve operatior 1l depth, is that the distance over which the
force must be suprorted? Brinkley made his measurement from the
FLOT and assumed that the armored division would have to operate
at the end of that line. But, in Soviet theory, the attack
echelon would penetrate enemy defenscs to the rear of their
tactical depth before committing the development echelon. This,
in effect, would create a salient in the enemy line within which
the forward passadge of the OMG would be conducted. If the U.S.
applied the same concept, the attack echelon would occupy the part
of the 150 kilometer LOC forward of the FLOT but within the
salient, thus reducing the distance over which the deep operaticns

force would have to operate.

A FRONT ATTACKING A PREPARED DEFENSE

SECOND
oL
~— FIRST OPNE‘ECHELDN ELHELON
) 25 T
e = :
)E § és X X% X } X
;% £ O : -
= = :
) ! cxnx Jl £
) x
g Q X
<3i® & X
IS,
)7 &

FIGURE 3

=~/




Continuing the same logic, once an American decp operations
force had passed through a salient created by a developsment
echelon, how far would they have to go to have the desired eoffect?
In a European scenario where a Warsaw Pact invasion was preceded
by adequate warning and buildup on both sides, Soviet fronts would
have a full army in the second operational echelon and a second
strategic echelon following on its heels (Figure 3).%% In this
situation of overwhelming Warsaw Pact strength and depth, a U.S.
attack echelon would have to penetrate to the rear of the combined
arms reserve to reach the rear of the first echelon army. The
front commander would expect his reserve division and, perhaps, a
portion of his second echeion army to deal with this incursion
while the remainder of his forces continued to their cbjectives.
Therefore, it is unlikely that the development echelon would ever
break past tactical depth and doubtful that it would survive even
if it did. In the final analysis the deep operation would have
limited operational impact {though it could be significant
tactically) and would be high risk.

If, on the other hand, C.J. Dick is right about the Soviet’s

desire to mount a surprise attack in Europe, then the fronts in
the first (and, for a time, only) strategic echelon could be
expected to push all of their armies forward and to form only a
small combined arms reserve (Figure 1).% In that case, a U.S.
development echelon conducting a counterattack to penetrate to the
rear of the enemy’s tactical formation would only have to reach
the depth of one division in the zone of the holding attack, or
tvo divisions in another zone. Once in the rear the development
cchelon would be faced by a relatively small front reserve which
would constitute the only second echelon force, and the second
strategic echelon would not be a factor in the short term because
it would still be mobilizing. The deep operations force, then,
would have a greater likelihood of remaining an effective fighting
force.

Even if the development echelon could not be sustained out
to a distance of 150 kilometers, its potential effect would still

% This table was constructed by the author based on a review of
classified and unclassified sources.
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be significant. One of the main requirements of the Soviet OMG is
to have sufficient strength and flexibility to send out raids to
protect its own LOC’'s and to destroy the widely dispersed,
vulnerable enemy systems in his rear. The U.S. deep cperations
force could likewise project raids to considerable distances, and
when added to the distance already held by the development echelon
within the salient, the total distance would likely be much

greater than 150 kilometers.

Conclusion
Brinkley’s approach to the problem is both a logistical one

{(see if the plan can be supported, and if it can then determine
its potential effectiveness), and a negative one (proving that the
task is too hard). It is true that any plan must be logistically
supportable, but its development must be based upon operational
requirements to accomplish the desired end-state and then by
logistical restraints, not the other way around. This approach
allows the commander to more objectively compare requirements

against capabilities and to properly consider the risks involved.
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It also encourages innovation in finding ways to accomplish the
mission, whercas a logistically driven plan tends to establish
ralculated, inflexible limits.

If a U.S. concept for deep operations by ground mancuver
forces was built around the Soviet model, a corps could be used as
the attack echelon (Figure 5). To accomplish a penetration to the
rear of tactical depth, the corps could conduct either a doctrinal
turning movemeint, which would avoid enemy strength and secure an
objective deep in the enemy rear, or a penetration aimed at some
vulnerable point in the enemy line. To exploit the breakthrough
and build the bridgehead, the army group reserve, an armored
division for instance, could lead the development echelon by
creating the bridgehead to operational depth. Following the army
group reserve would be the regional reserve, which should be a

small, ad hoc corps made up of perhaps an air assault brigade, an

A MODEL FOR U.S. DEEP OPERATIONAL MANEUVER
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aviation brigade, a cavalry regiment, and reinforced armored and

mech infantry brigades. Also included would be a heavily
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reinforced artillery bridgade and a variety of combat support and
combat service support units. This decp operations force would be
the second part of the attack echelon and would be expeocted to
punch through into opecrational depth as far as its logistics would
allow. From that position it would attack the enemy’s vulnerable
Cs, logistics, etc.

Due to the unfavorable situaticn that NATO would find itself
in should the Warsaw Pact mount a surprise attack, forces for
development and attack echelons would have to come from what was
already available in Europe and from what would arrive within the
first few days of the war. Some of the assets might even have to
come from different countries. The collection of all available
units under one commuand and setting them in motion against the
enemy would represent nothing less than a NATO counterstroke based
upon three conscicus decisions: first, the operational commander
is the one who can best visualize the whole battlefield and the
big picture, and is, therefore, the one who should make the
critical decision of how and when to commit available reserves;
second, that the reserves should be consolidated and used
operationally as opposed to being sent piecemeal into the tactical
level; and third, that the best time to commit the operational
reserve would be early in the war while the situation was still
fluid and uncertain and when the effects could be most decisive.

It could be argued that deep operations with ground forces
could be accomplished under the current doctrine, but I am
suggesting that it would be more feasible and effective if a
conceptual framework was included within which to plan and conduct
1it. The example above, modeled after the Soviet OMG concept, is
Just one way to do it. Regardless of its final form, the concept
would require a well rounded combined arms team and a commander
who had all the attributes demanded by Airland Battle doctrine,
especially initiative and boldness, The forces conducting the
deep operation would be subject to continuous air attack,
requiring substantial investment in air defense capability and air
superiority or parity. A deep operation would certainly be the

epitome of friction, requiring careful study to ensure protection
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of the force's long LOC's, and that it’s culminating point would
not be reached.

V. CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY

What The U.S. Could Gain By Having A Doctrinal Concept
For Deep Operational Mancuver

Currently, deep operations by U.S. Army ground forces is
only a tactical ccncept. At the operational level, deep
operations are largely a functicn of air, artillery, and EW, with
little emphasis on ground forces and no concept for their
employment. An operational expansion of the current deep
operations concept to include some kind of OMG-like model could
benefit the Army.

If the Soviets attack without a second operational echelon,
as Dick and others believe they will, there will not be any major
military formations for U.S. operational fires to delay, disrupt,
divert, or destroy, as they must under the current doctrine
(assuming the one or two divisions in front reserve do not
constitute a major formation). As a result, those assets will
have to be redirected into the close fight, which amounts to an
arceptance of the terms of battle set by the Soviets. This
clearly surrenders the initiative to the enemy and is directly
opposed to the spirit, if not the letter »f AirLand Battle
doctrine. A concept for deep maneuver would provide the device
necessary to seize and exploit the initiative.

Even if the Soviets were to invade with a second operational
echelon there is no guarantee that operational fires could attack
it. Observations made during exercises at the Battle Command

Training Program (BCTP), Fort Leavenworth, indicate that even
though the intelligence required to conduct deep operations was
good enough for division and corps commanders to make decisions,
it was not good enough for targeting.?’” A deep operational
maneuver force could conceivably have benefited from, and perhaps
capitalized on the type of intelligence that was available.

Another observation made at BCTP was that attrition warfare

was the norm and maneuver was only reactive.?® This suggests that
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in spite of having a doctrine that clearly encourages initiative,
agility, boldness, and the acceptance of risk, large unit
commanders have perhaps not fully embraced those attributes and,
therefore, are unable or unw:lling to conduct maneuver warfare--—-to
apply strength against weakness to attack enemy cochesion. By
their actions they showed their preference to be attrition
warfare--pitting strength against strength where superior enemy
forces would have the advantage. A concept for deep operations
with maneuver forces might help commanders visuwalize the
battlefield differently, and encourage them to better incorporate
maneuver into their thinking, in close and rear as well as in deep
operations.

The U.S. could gain a lot by including a concept for deep
operational maneuver by ground forces in its doctrine, whether it
be an OMG-like approach or a different model. U.S. doctrine
recognizes that the modern battlefield will not only be non-
linear, but also, among other things, widely dispersed.®® It will
probably be impossible to make any distinction between the deep,
close, and rear battles. In this environment, where the melee of
modern battle will be characterized by meeting engagements between
large units, deep operational maneuver could very well have an
increased significance in determining the outcome. That has
always been recognized by the Soviets, as is evidenced by their
long developed deep battle theory. Moreover, their current OMG
deep operations concept represents their effort to train as they

expect to fight,

The one area in which the Soviets see
themselves as enjoyving a significant super-
iority over NATO Is in their better under-
standing of the operational level of war
and their ability to handle large forma-
tions.

But.,

If the 4Alliance can develop an effective
overational art of its own, it will, 1in
Soviet eves, be closing a significant gap
in capabilities.™®
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What could the U.S. Army gain by having a concept for deep
operational maneuver by ground forces in a mid- to high-intensity

o

war? The improvement of the operational art by the U.S. and its

allies could act to enhance the deterrent value of our doctrine.

Even though Soviet and U.S. warfighting doctrines recognize
the importance of deep op-rations in a mid- to high-intensity
conflict, only the Soviets emphasize deep operational maneuver.
This is not surprising given their historical experience and their
development of an operational level of war to help them maneuver
and fight large units over vast areas. Although the U.S. has
recently begun to recognize the importance of the operational
level, it has pointedly not included a concept for deep operafions
with ground maneuver in its doctrine, leaving it primarily to
operational fires and electronic warfare. But the U.S. approach
assumes the enemy will echelon his forces, and depends on the
ability to target and hit those forces before they become engaged
in the close fight.

C.J. Dick has suggested that the Warsaw Pact would not
accommodate the wWest by taking the time to mobilize and move
forward additional forces for commitment in echelons. Instead,
says Dick, they would more likely launch a surprise attack by only
forward deployed forces pushed up into a single echelon. If that
was the case, a NATO strategy depending on timely warning and FOFA
might not deter them. Soviet concern over NATO’s growing
operational awareness and capability, however, suggests that what
would be more likely to deter them would be a perception on their
part that NATO was willing and able to engage in maneuver warfare
in general, and deep operational maneuver in particular.

The U.S. Army has no explicit OMG-like concept, but Airland
Battle doctrine encourages the development and use of such forces.
Such a concept could benefit the Army by providing a device with
which to

(1) seize and exploit the initiative,

(2) take advantage of, and perhaps capitalize on
intelligence not good enocugh for deep targeting, but good enough
for decision making, and
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(3) help commanders visualize the battlefield differently,
thus encouraging them to better incorporate mansuver into their
thinking.

Many have recognized the potentially destabilizing effect of
Soviet superiority and the need to do something about it.
Traditionally in warfare the development of a maneuver doctrine
has accompanied this realization.3! In the present situation that
has meant the development of AirLand Battle doctrine, which, even
if not a true maneuver doctrine, certainly centers on maneuver as
the dynamic element. An explicit concept for the employment of
ground forces in deep operations to achieve operational aims would
fit well into existing doctrine, and would provide a model that
commanders could use to plan and train for bold maneuver of large
units over long distances. It would also provide an excellent
vehicle for preparing them to conduct engagements in a fluid,
uncertain environment. A deep operational maneuver concept could
have these positive effects, and the expansion of our doctrine to

include such a concept could help deter enemy attack.
Vi. IMPLICATIONS

In recent years rapid technological growth has produced
weapons and equipment that are increasingly sophisticated and
capable, thus significantly increasing the firepower, protection,
and mobility--the combat power--of military units. But the new
systems are also more compleXx, requiring increasing specialization
to nperate and maintain them. The result has been an increase in
support relative to combat personnel and a two-sided dilemma for
combat units: whether to ihcrease the number and type of weapons
and/or vehicles in a unit to deal with the increasingly complex
combat environment; or to streamline units so that they may
specialize in a particular type or level of combat. For a
division to be versatile enough to operate over a wide variety of
contingencies it must necessarily be very large. Its size,
however, makes mobility and agility very difficult at best.
Consequently, the divisions ability to be an effective maneuver

unit is suspect. But, under the current force structure
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division’s are the primary organizations around which tactical
combat formations are built because they have the organic support
necessary to sustain their subordinate units in battle.

The large, cumbersome divisions are also limited in their
tactical flexibility; armor/mech units are fast and powerful but
do not have enough, or the right kinds of infantry to do battle in
close terrain; light infantry units can be effective in close
terrain but lack the tactical mobility and firepower to be
flexible; airborne/air assault infantry have more firepower than
the light forces, but lose their mobility once decisively engaged.
In the final analysis, a division needs different types of
brigades to be effective. By virtue of their smaller size, the
brigades are also better suited to an environment requiring rapid,
flexible action. This suggests that, to support an OMG-style deep
operatinons concept, brigades are the best formation to maintain as
self-supporting tactical entities, and that divisions should be
primarily warfighting headquarters that can receive whatever mix
of brigades, by type, that the situation calls for.

Another implication of this study concerns the concept of
airmechanization, a combined arms concept employing advanced
technology systems and relying on a more intimate relationship
between armor and helicopters to improve mobility and firepower.
There are two approaches to this concept. The "heavy-1lift"
approach combines light armor, antitank vehicles, and motorized
infantry in the same tactical formation with heavy-lift
helicopters. This method maintains tanks and helicopters as
separate combat systems. The "Main Battle Air Vehicle" (MBAV)
approach replaces main battle tanks with lightly armored, heavily
armed rotary wing aircraft, thus merging tank and helicopter
systems into one vehicle and bridging the track/rotor interface.¥?

Two men, Brigadier Richard E. Simpkin of Great Britain, and
General Doctor F.M. von Senger und Etterlin of The Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG), were largely responsible for the
theoretical development of the "airmech” concept. Their writings,
together with, among other things, U.S. Army aviation initiatives,
have had an influence on the formation of airmobile units in the

FRG, France, and Great Britain. What makes airmech important to
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this study is its emphasis on a combined arms, maneuver oriented
approach applied at the operational level. The concept leans
heavily towards the formation of a highly mobile reserve with
brigades of armor/mech, infantry, aviation, and artillery under
the direct control of the operational commander to achieve
operational aims.

Implicit in the ideas of brigades as the best level at which
to maintain flexible, self-sufficient tactical units, and highly
mobile and agile airmechanized reserves at the operational level
is the requirement for equally flexible and agile logistical
support. The system must be capable of moving large quantities of
supplies over relatively long distances (tactically speaking) in
short periods of time, and be able to change direction or shift
priority quickly. Obviously, air lines of support could
accomplish this better than ground lines, if we had the aircraft
that could accomplish the mission. Because of the modest
distances involved (perhaps 100 or 200 kilometers) and the
realization that improved landing surfaces might not be available
where supplies are needed, vertical landing aircraft would be
required.

In view of the nearly logarithmic advances being experienced
in technology, it is reasonable to expect that directed energy
weapons and advanced missile design may make it impractical to fly
near the FLOT in the not too distant future. If that proves to be
the case, the Army’s commitment to the LHX at the expense of other
systems and programs, particularly in Army Aviation, may be ill-
advised. What might be more prudent would be to pursue the
development of an advanced cargo aircraft (ACA) designed to
maintain air lines of support to maneuver units, especially those
under the control of the operational commander. The reward would
likely be an improvement in our ability to operate on a nonlinear
battlefield and, consequently, an increase in initiative, agility,
boldness, and a greater willingness to accept risk at all levals
of comnand. As it is, however, the U.S. will probably not

. . . make a serious start on ACA until
1998-2000. That 1Is too late, because we
will have retired a large percentage of the
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CH-47 fleet by 2008. The CH-47/D is only
meant to last 20 yvears after modernization.
. That means retirement starting 1in
2003. An ACA program beginning in 1998 and
vielding the first production aircraft in
2008 is in fact about six years too late.

Besides reflecting on its current decp operations concept, the
U.S. Army should reconsider its Aviation Modernization Plan.
Airland Battle doctrine provides an important and badly
needed operational framework within which to think about the
planning and conduct of modern warfare. Deep operations clearly
has a place within that framework, but ground maneuver needs to
play a more active role, whether that role is similar to that of
the OMG or not. Airmechanization and brigades as the primary
tactical maneuver units are ideas that could play a role in not
only a concept for deep operational maneuver, but also in close
and rear operations. To maintain the best possible deterrence

against a potential enemy it is necessary to explore ideas which

could potentially complement cur maneuver oriented, fire supported

doctrine.

* This quote is from a letter sent to the author, dated 17
February 1989, by COL Ronald N. Williams, CH-47D Project Manager,
U.S. Army Aviation Systems Command (QVSCOM). St. Louis, MO. The
letter was in response to the author’s first monograph, entitled
"Airmechanization: Determining Its Tactical Viability On Th-
AirLand Battlefield."” OOL Williams stated that he feels there is
a need £gr an ACA, and that there are studies ongoing to define
that need.
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GLOSSARY

Attrition strategy--The direct approach; attacking
strength with strength; characterized by the change of
mass over time and favoring the larger force.

Attrition warfare--static warfare pitting strength

against strength where superior enemy forces have the
advantacge.

Deep operations--the activities directed against enemy
forces in the deep area.

Maneuver strategy--The indirect approach; attacking
weakness with strength; characterized by the
interaction of space with mass and time and generally
favoring the more mobile force.

Maneuver warfare--using superior maneuver to apply
strength against weakness to attack enemy cohesion.

Operational depth--The rear edge of the enemy’s
defended zone plus the additional depth the mobile
force needs to develop its initial maneuver.

Operational level of war--The level where the movement
and combat of major military formations is sequenced to
achieve specific aims within a predictable time span in
order to accomplish strategic military objectives.

Simultaneity--The simultaneous neutralization of the
enemy throughout his entire tactical depth.
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